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certain species conservation reports shall
continue to be submitted; from the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works;
placed on the calendar.

By Mr. REED:

S. 1745. A bill to establish and expand child
opportunity zone family centers in elemen-
tary schools and secondary schools, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN:

S. 1746. A bill to authorize negotiation of a
free trade agreement with the Republic of
Turkey, to provide authority for the imple-
mentation of the agreement, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Finance.

————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. CLELAND:

S. 1743. A bill to amend the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century
to authorize the State of Georgia to
participate in the State infrastructure
bank pilot program; to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works.
STATE INFRASTRUCTURE BANK PILOT PROGRAM

LEGISLATION

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation which
would allow my home state of Georgia
to participate in the State Infrastruc-
ture Bank (SIB) program. Prior to the
enactment of the Transportation Eq-
uity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21)
all b0 states were eligible for SIB re-
volving funds, which are capitalized
with federal and state contributions
and used to provide loans and other
forms of non-grant assistance to trans-
portation projects. TEA-21, however,
limited an enhanced SIB program to
four states (California, Florida, Mis-
souri, Rhode Island). My bill would add
Georgia as a fifth state for participa-
tion in the SIB program.

Georgia and Metro Atlanta, I believe,
can be a national model on how to
meet clean air standards and manage
suburban sprawl without compromising
economic growth. Governor Roy
Barnes and the Georgia General Assem-
bly deserve a great deal of credit for
grabbing the bull by the horns when
they enacted historic legislation cre-
ating the Georgia Regional Transpor-
tation Authority (GRTA). GRTA will
work with other state agencies and or-
ganizations to solve the traffic, pollu-
tion, and sprawl problems that plague
Metro Atlanta.

In order to carry out its legislative
charge in conjunction with the Georgia
Department of Transportation (GDOT),
the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Tran-
sit Authority (MARTA), the Atlanta
Regional Commission (ARC), and other
transportation agencies, GRTA will
need sufficient financial resources to
become a regional authority with
teeth. To assist in procurement of
these resources, the legislation I am in-
troducing today would extend the
State Infrastructure Bank program to
include Georgia. I believe that this pro-
gram can be a vital component in fund-
ing such important projects as the
multi-state high speed rail corridor.
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The SIB program authorizes loans to
a public or private entity to cover the
partial or complete cost of an approved
project, and it allows for innovative
planning and development of funding
streams for repayment, which does not
begin until five years after the comple-
tion of the project. Additionally, TEA-
21 allows for the creation of a
multistate infrastructure bank system
among the pilot states. In so doing,
states would be encouraged to share
not only funds but also ideas for com-
bating pollution and traffic problems
and encouraging alternative forms of
transportation. Georgia would be a per-
fect addition to this mix.

Georgia can be a model for the na-
tion—an example for other states that
are facing similar problems of bal-
ancing growth and livability. Georgia’s
participation in the SIB program would
provide more options to fund the solu-
tions that will allow the proper balance
to be struck. GRTA, GDOT and the
other transportation entities in Geor-
gia have expressed to me their enthu-
siasm over the possibilities that are
presented by Georgia’s participation in
the SIB program. I hope that my Sen-
ate colleagues will join with me in sup-
port of this legislation which will allow
Georgia to participate in the SIB pro-
gram and in doing so it will illustrate
to the country the full potential of this
program.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1743

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. STATE INFRASTRUCTURE BANK
PILOT PROGRAM.

Section 15611(b)(1)(A) of the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (23 U.S.C. 181
note; 112 Stat. 251) is amended by inserting
‘“‘Georgia,” after ‘“‘Florida’.

By Mr. REED:

S. 1745. A bill to establish and expand
child opportunity zone family centers
in elementary schools and secondary
schools, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

CHILD OPPORTUNITY ZONE FAMILY CENTERS ACT

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation to en-
courage communities to foster school-
based or school-linked family centers.
These centers would provide a com-
prehensive array of information, sup-
port, services, and activities to im-
prove the education, health, mental
health, safety, and economic well-being
of children and their families.

As we strive to ensure the academic
and future success of our students, we
must recognize that the increasingly
complex needs of children cannot be
met by the education system alone.

Some facts to illustrate this point:

Today, 11.3 million children—more
than 90 percent of them in working
families—have no health insurance.
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7.5 million children under the age of
18 require mental health services, while
the National Institute of Mental
Health estimates that fewer than one
in five receive the help they need.

It is estimated that nearly five mil-
lion school-age children spend time
without adult supervision during a typ-
ical week. Meanwhile, FBI data show
that the peak hours for violent juvenile
crime occur during the after-school
hours of 3:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

Also according to the FBI, juveniles
accounted for 17 percent of all violent
crime arrests in 1997, and juveniles are
victims in nearly 25 percent of all
crimes.

To address these and other serious
issues facing our children and families,
a few states and localities have estab-
lished centers and developed programs
designed to provide families with ac-
cess and linkages to needed social serv-
ices in a location that is easily
accessed by families—their children’s
school. All too often, the programs and
services currently available to assist
children and families, like health and
mental health care, nutritional pro-
grams, child care, housing, and job
training, exist in a fragmented fashion,
making it difficult for many families
to find a point of entry. The aim of my
legislation is to bring these vital serv-
ices under one familiar roof so children
and families have easy access to needed
services.

Research indicates that school-
linked family center programs are a
cost-effective way to provide supports
to children and families. According to
a report by the Northeast and Islands
Regional Educational Laboratory,
school-linked services can also ‘‘help to
increase student achievement, save
money and reduce overlapping services,
reach those children and families most
in need, make schools more welcoming
to families, increase community sup-
port for the school, and help at-risk
families develop the capacity to man-
age their own lives successfully.”

My legislation, the Child Oppor-
tunity Zone Family Centers Act, builds
on a successful model in my home state
of Rhode Island, the Rhode Island Child
Opportunity Zone (COZ) Family Center
initiative.

The Child Opportunity Zone Family
Centers Act would provide grants on a
competitive basis to partnerships con-
sisting of a high poverty school; school
district; other public agency, such as a
department of health or social services;
and non-profit community organiza-
tions, including a family health center
that provides mental health services.
Partnerships would be required to com-
plete a needs assessment, and then use
this information to provide children
and families with linkages to existing
community prevention and interven-
tion services in the core areas of edu-
cation, health, and family support. In
addition, partnerships would provide
violence prevention education to chil-
dren and families and training to en-
able families to help their children
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meet challenging standards and suc-
ceed in school.

The guiding principle of Rhode Is-
land’s COZ Family Centers is to help
children and families get the assist-
ance they need. This principle is re-
flected in my legislation, which con-
tains accountability provisions to en-
sure that partnerships focus on im-
provements in student achievement,
school readiness, family participation
in schools, access to health care, men-
tal health care, child care, and family
support services and work to reduce vi-
olence-related problems, truancy, sus-
pension, and dropout rates in order to
continue to receive funding.

As we prepare to work on the reau-
thorization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, I believe that it
is critical that we do all we can to pro-
vide a seamless, integrated system of
support for children and families. By
giving families an opportunity to get
the support they need, we can truly
help children succeed in school and
life. I urge my colleagues to cosponsor
this important legislation and work for
its inclusion in the upcoming reauthor-
ization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this legislation be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1745

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. CHILD OPPORTUNITY ZONE FAMILY
CENTERS.

Title X of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8001 et seq.)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“PART L—CHILD OPPORTUNITY ZONE

FAMILY CENTERS
“SEC. 10995A. SHORT TITLE.

““This part may be cited as the ‘Child Op-
portunity Zone Family Center Act of 1999’.
“SEC. 10995B. PURPOSE.

‘“The purpose of this part is to encourage
eligible partnerships to establish or expand
child opportunity zone family centers in ele-
mentary schools and secondary schools in
order to provide comprehensive support serv-
ices for children and their families, and to
improve the children’s educational, health,
mental health, and social outcomes.

“SEC. 10995C. DEFINITIONS.

“In this title:

“(1) CHILD OPPORTUNITY ZONE FAMILY CEN-
TER.—The term ‘child opportunity zone fam-
ily center’ means a school-based or school-
linked community service center that pro-
vides and links children and their families
with comprehensive information, support,
services, and activities to improve the edu-
cation, health, mental health, safety, and
economic well-being of the children and
their families.

*(2) ELIGIBLE PARTNERSHIP.—The term ‘eli-
gible partnership’ means a partnership—

““(A) that contains—

‘(i) at least 1 elementary school or sec-
ondary school that—

““(I) receives assistance under title I and
for which a measure of poverty determina-
tion is made under section 1113(a)(5) with re-
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spect to a minimum of 40 percent of the chil-
dren in the school; and

‘(II) demonstrates parent involvement and
parent support for the partnership’s activi-
ties;

‘“(ii) a local educational agency;

‘(iii) a public agency, other than a local
educational agency, including a local or
State department of health and social serv-
ices; and

‘“(iv) a nonprofit community-based organi-
zation, including a community mental
health services organization or a family
health center that provides mental health
services; and

‘“(B) that may contain—

‘(i) an institution of higher education; and

‘‘(i1) other public or private nonprofit enti-
ties.

“SEC. 10995D. GRANTS AUTHORIZED.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may
award, on a competitive basis, grants to eli-
gible partnerships to pay for the Federal
share of the cost of establishing and expand-
ing child opportunity zone family centers.

‘“(b) DURATION.—The Secretary shall award
grants under this section for periods of 5
years.

“SEC. 10995E. REQUIRED ACTIVITIES.

‘“‘Hach eligible partnership receiving a
grant under this part shall use the grant
funds—

‘(1) in accordance with the needs assess-
ment described in section 10995F(b)(1), to
provide or link children and their families
with information, support, activities, or
services in core areas consisting of—

‘“(A) education, such as child care and edu-
cation programs for children below the age
of compulsory school attendance, before- and
after-school care, and school age enrichment
and education support programs;

‘“(B) health, such as primary care (includ-
ing prenatal care, well child care, and men-
tal health care), preventative health and
safety programs, outreach and referral,
screening and health promotion, and enroll-
ment in health insurance programs; and

‘(C) family support, such as adult edu-
cation and literacy programs, welfare-to-
work-programs, job training, parenting
skills programs, assistance that supports
healthy child development, and access to
basic needs, including food and housing;

‘“(2) to provide intensive, high-quality, re-
search-based instructional programs that—

‘“(A) provide violence prevention education
for families and developmentally appropriate
instructional services to children (including
children below the age of compulsory school
attendance), such as education and services
on nonviolent conflict resolution, pro social
skills and behaviors, and other skills nec-
essary for effectively relating to others with-
out violence; and

‘(B) provide effective strategies for nur-
turing and supporting the emotional, social,
and cognitive growth of children; and

‘“(3) to provide training, information, and
support to families to enable the families to
participate effectively in their children’s
education, and to help their children meet
challenging standards, including assisting
families to—

““(A) understand the accountability sys-
tems, including content standards, perform-
ance standards, and local assessments, in
place for the State involved, the partici-
pating local educational agency, and the par-
ticipating elementary school or secondary
school;

‘(B) understand their children’s edu-
cational needs, their children’s educational
performance in comparison to State and
local standards, and the steps the school is
taking to address the children’s needs and to
help the children meet the standards; and
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“(C) communicate effectively with per-
sonnel responsible for providing educational
services to the families’ children, and to par-
ticipate in the development, amendment, re-
view, and implementation of school-parent
compacts, parent involvement policies, and
school plans.

“SEC. 10995F. APPLICATIONS.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible partner-
ship desiring a grant under this part shall
submit an application to the Secretary at
such time, in such manner, and containing
such information as the Secretary may re-
quire.

‘“(b) CONTENTS.—Each application
mitted pursuant to subsection (a) shall—

‘(1) include a needs assessment, including
a description of how the partnership will en-
sure that the activities to be assisted under
this part will be tailored to meet the specific
needs of the children and families to be
served;

‘“(2) describe arrangements that have been
formalized between the participating ele-
mentary school or secondary school, and
other partnership members;

“(3) describe how the partnership will ef-
fectively coordinate and utilize Federal,
State, and local educational agency sources
of funding, including funding provided under
part I of title X and under the Safe Schools/
Healthy Students Initiative (jointly funded
by the Departments of Education, Justice,
and Health and Human Services), that pro-
vide assistance to families and their children
in the areas of job training, housing, justice,
health, mental health, child care, and social
and human services;

‘“(4) describe the partnership’s plan to—

‘“(A) develop and carry out the activities
assisted under this part with extensive par-
ticipation of parents, administrators, teach-
ers, pupil services personnel, social and
human service agencies, and community or-
ganizations and leaders; and

‘“(B) connect and integrate the activities
assisted under this part with the education
reform efforts of the participating elemen-
tary school or secondary school, and the par-
ticipating local educational agency;

‘() describe the partnership’s strategy for
providing information and assistance in a
language and form that families can under-
stand, including how the partnership will en-
sure that families of students with limited
English proficiency, or families of students
with disabilities, are effectively involved, in-
formed, and assisted;

‘‘(6) describe how the partnership will col-
lect and analyze data, and will utilize spe-
cific performance measures and indicators
to—

““(A) determine the impact of activities as-
sisted under this part as described in section
109951(a); and

“(B) improve the activities assisted under
this part; and

¢“(7) describe how the partnership will pro-
tect the privacy of families and their chil-
dren participating in the activities assisted
under this part.

“SEC. 10995G. FEDERAL SHARE.

“The Federal share of the cost of estab-
lishing and expanding child opportunity zone
family centers—

‘(1) for the first year for which an eligible
partnership receives assistance under this
part shall not exceed 90 percent;

¢“(2) for the second such year, shall not ex-
ceed 80 percent;

““(3) for the third such year, shall not ex-
ceed 70 percent;

‘“(4) for the fourth such year, shall not ex-
ceed 60 percent; and

¢(6) for the fifth such year, shall not ex-
ceed 50 percent.

sub-
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“SEC. 10995H. CONTINUATION OF FUNDING.

‘“Each eligible partnership that receives a
grant under this part shall, after the third
year for which the partnership receives funds
through the grant, be eligible to continue to
receive the funds if the Secretary determines
that the partnership has made significant
progress in meeting the performance meas-
ures used for the partnership’s local evalua-
tion under section 10995I(a)(4).

“SEC. 109951. EVALUATIONS AND REPORTS.

‘‘(a) LOCAL EVALUATIONS.—Each partner-
ship receiving funds under this part shall
conduct annual evaluations and submit to
the Secretary reports containing the results
of the evaluations. The reports shall in-
clude—

‘(1) information on the partnership’s ac-
tivities that are assisted under this part;

‘(2) information on the number of families
and children served by the partnership’s ac-
tivities that are assisted under this part;

¢(3) information on the partnership’s effec-
tiveness in reaching and meeting the needs
of families and children served under this
part, including underserved families, fami-
lies of students with limited English pro-
ficiency, and families of students with dis-
abilities; and

‘“(4) the results of a partnership’s perform-
ance assessment of the partnership, includ-
ing performance measures demonstrating—

““(A) improvements in student achieve-
ment, school readiness, family participation
in schools, and access to health care, mental
health care, child care, and family support
services, resulting from activities assisted
under this part; and

‘“(B) reductions in violence-related prob-
lems and risk taking behavior among youth,
and reductions in truancy, suspension, and
dropout rates, resulting from activities as-
sisted under this part.

““(b) NATIONAL EVALUATIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re-
serve not more than 3 percent of the amount
appropriated under this part to carry out a
national evaluation of the activities assisted
under this part. Such evaluation shall be
completed not later than 3 years after the
date of enactment of the Child Opportunity
Zone Family Center Act of 1999, and every
year thereafter.

‘“(2) SCOPE OF EVALUATION.—In conducting
the national evaluation, the Secretary shall
evaluate the effectiveness and impact of the
activities, and identify model activities, as-
sisted under this part.

‘“(3) ANNUAL REPORTS.—The Secretary shall
submit an annual report to Congress, regard-
ing each national evaluation conducted
under paragraph (1), that contains the infor-
mation described in the national evaluation.

‘‘(c) MODEL ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary
shall broadly disseminate information on
model activities developed under this part.
“SEC. 10995J. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS.

“There are authorized to be appropriated
to carry out this part $50,000,000 for fiscal
year 2000, and such sums as may be necessary
for each of the fiscal years 2001 through
2004.”.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN:

S. 1746. A bill to authorize negotia-
tion of a free trade agreement with the
Republic of Turkey, to provide author-
ity for the implementation of the
agreement, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Finance.

THE U.S.-TURKEY FREE TRADE AGREEMENT ACT
OF 1999

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the U.S.-Turkey
Free Trade Agreement Act of 1999. This
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bill provides traditional trade negoti-
ating authority—we once called it
“‘fast track authority’’—for a free trade
agreement (FTA) with the Republic of
Turkey. It would authorize the Presi-
dent to negotiate and conclude a free
trade agreement with one of America’s
most important allies and bring that
agreement and any necessary imple-
menting legislation back to the Con-
gress for an up-or-down vote, within a
time certain.

I would begin by noting that Turkey
has played a singular role at the cross-
roads of East and West since 1923, when
the legendary Mustafa Kemal
“Ataturk’ built a western-oriented,
secular state out of the ashes of the
collapsed 600-year old Ottoman Empire.
Its constitution establishes a demo-
cratic, parliamentary form of govern-
ment with an independent judiciary.
Indeed, it is the only Muslim country
with a secular democracy.

Turkish-American friendship is long-
standing: it was first consecrated in
the Treaty of Commerce and Naviga-
tion between the United States and the
Ottoman Empire in 1830. The 1929 Trea-
ty of Commerce and Navigation ce-
mented our commercial ties with the
new republic, while the July 12, 1947
agreement on aid to Turkey, imple-
menting the Truman Doctrine, inaugu-
rated the very close relationship that
continues today. Our friendship has
since been reinforced by more than 60
agreements, treaties and memoranda of
understanding.

It is time to take that relationship a
step farther, and begin negotiations to-
ward a free trade agreement with Tur-
key. Not only do our strategic and po-
litical interests dictate closer eco-
nomic integration, but our commercial
interests do so as well.

Straddling Europe and Asia, Turkey
has played a central role in safe-
guarding the United States’ security
interests in the region since it first en-
tered World War II on the side of the
allies at the end of the war. Turkey
was a charter member of the United
Nations and joined the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1952. It
currently has the largest military force
in the Middle East, and the second
largest military force in NATO.

Its geography, history, and relative
economic success put Turkey in a posi-
tion of potential influence in Central
Asia, which is, of course, populated
mainly by Turkic peoples. To the west,
Turkey plays an important role in Eu-
rope, both because of its NATO mem-
bership and the situation on Cyprus.
We applaud the recent improvements
in Turkey’s relations with Greece, and
hope for more. This past summer the
two countries held bilateral talks on a
range of issues, talks which continued
in early September. The tragedy of the
recent earthquakes further reinforced
this burgeoning relationship as Greece
and then Turkey promptly dispatched
emergency rescue crews and supplies to
assist the other in dealing with these
disasters.
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And to the south, Turkey is, without
question, one of our two most impor-
tant allies in the Middle East. The
other is its neighbor, Israel, with whom
the United States negotiated a free
trade agreement that went into effect
in 1985. Less well known is the fact
that Turkey and Israel negotiated a
free trade agreement in 1996, which was
ratified in 1997 and is in force today. A
U.S.-Turkey FTA would simply com-
plete the triangle.

Writing in the September 28, 1999 edi-
tion of The Washington Post, Dr. Isa-
iah Frank, the very distinguished Wil-
liam L. Clayton Professor of Inter-
national Economics at Johns Hopkins
University’s School of Advanced Inter-
national Studies, argued persuasively
on political grounds for a free trade
agreement with Turkey.

The EU’s equivocation [over Turkey’s pro-
posed membership in the European Union]
has bred Turkish disaffection from Europe
and plays into the political hands of the
Islamists who as recently as 1996 were at the
helm of the government. Clearly, the enor-
mous U.S. stake in a secular, Western-ori-
ented Turkey warrants action by the United
States to offset the EU’s arm’s length treat-
ment and to strengthen and solidify the
country’s Western political and economic in-
tegration.

But Dr. Frank was correct to point
out as well that a free trade agreement
with Turkey would also be in the
United States’ economic interest. Tur-
key is an industrial country, under-
pinned by strong free market principles
and a vibrant private sector. It was in
1961 a founding member of the Organi-
zation for Economic Cooperation and
Development, the exclusive club—there
are today only 29 OECD member coun-
tries—that serves as the principal eco-
nomic forum for the industrialized
world.

In the 1980’s, Turkey took major
steps to liberalize its economy.
Progress continues to be made: earlier
this year, Turkey’s parliament passed
a significant banking reform bill, land-
mark social security reform and con-
stitutional amendments removing ob-
stacles to foreign investment and pro-
moting the privatization of state-
owned enterprises. Turkey’s increas-
ingly open economy has produced re-
wards: during most of the 1990’s, it has
been one of the fastest growing of the
OECD countries and, for the past eight
years, it has had the fourth highest an-
nual growth rate, after Ireland, Korea
and Luxembourg, recording a 4.4% av-
erage annual rate of growth in GNP be-
tween 1990 and 1998.

Turkey has opened itself to the glob-
al economy in significant ways. It be-
came a Contracting Party to the Gen-
eral Agreement on Tariffs in Trade in
1951 and joined the World Trade Orga-
nization as a charter member in 1995.
Turkey signed a free trade agreement
with the European Free Trade Associa-
tion in 1991 and established a customs
union with the European Union in 1996.
As Dr. Frank noted, it has sought full
membership in the EU, thus far with-
out success. There has been, of late,
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some limited progress in that regard:
on October 13, 1999, the European Com-
mission suggested that Turkey be
made a candidate for possible EU mem-
bership, but proposed that negotiations
be deferred for some unspecified time.
The matter is to be discussed at the EU
summit this December. In 1992, Turkey
joined ten other countries (Albania,
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Geor-
gia, Greece, Moldova, Romania, Russia
and Ukraine) to form the Black Sea
Economic Cooperation group, which
aims at promoting multilateral co-
operation and trade in that region.

Our own economic ties with Turkey
have strengthened over the years as
well. In 1986, we concluded a bilateral
investment treaty and in 1998 a bilat-
eral tax treaty. And on September 29,
1999, President Clinton and Prime Min-
ister Bulent Ecevit signed a Trade and
Investment Framework Agreement,
which establishes a bilateral Council
on Trade and Investment that will
serve as a forum for regular discussions
on commercial matters. Helpful steps
all, but, I would argue, not bold
enough. I agree with Dr. Frank that a
free trade agreement with Turkey
ought to be our goal.

Yes, our trade with Turkey is still on
a small scale. In 1998, U.S. merchandise
exports to Turkey reached $3.5 billion,
making Turkey our 34th largest export
market. Our imports from Turkey were
even smaller—$2.5 billion, or less than
0.3 percent of total imports—making
Turkey our 39th largest source of im-
ports.

Certainly Turkey compares favorably
with Chile, the only country with
whom the United States has begun free
trade agreement negotiations since the
North American Free Trade Agreement
entered into force. In 1998, U.S. mer-
chandise exports to Chile totaled $3.9
billion, only slightly higher than our
$3.5 billion in exports to Turkey that
year, while our imports from Chile in
1998 were the same as our imports from
Turkey—$2.5 billion. And both coun-
tries fall within the World Bank’s
grouping of ‘‘upper middle income”’
countries based on per capita GNP: in
1998’s Turkey’s stood at $3,160, com-
pared with $4,810 for Chile.

Turkey’s market potential is cer-
tainly greater than Chile’s: Turkey’s
population is four times the size of
Chile’s population (62 million vs. 15
million) and Turkey’s total imports in
1998—about $42 billion—were double
Chile’s total imports that year—$19 bil-
lion.

To be sure, more than 50 percent of
Turkey’s trade—both exports and im-
ports—is conducted with the European
Union, but the United States is Tur-
key’s second largest single-country
trading partner, after Germany. And in
1993, the Department of Commerce des-
ignated Turkey one of 10 ‘“‘Big Emerg-
ing Markets’’—a focal point for U.S.
export and investment promotion ef-
forts—because of its ‘‘outstanding
growth prospects’ and growing market
of 62 million consumers.
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I am convinced that there are strong
economic arguments for a free trade
agreement with Turkey. Our nego-
tiators will have to take care, of
course, that the benefits of the FTA
are restricted to the United States and
Turkey. But this is a matter that will
be addressed when the negotiators
write the rules of origin that will apply
to the FTA.

The legislation that I am introducing
today would set us on the course of ne-
gotiating and implementing an FTA
with Turkey, much as we negotiated an
FTA over a decade ago with Turkey’s
neighbor, and our dear friend, Israel.
And much as Turkey and Israel have
seen it in their mutual interest to ne-
gotiate a free trade agreement.

Dr. Frank made the case persuasively
and succinctly in his op-ed piece in The
Washington Post:

In light of Turkey’s strategic role as a U.S.
ally in a rough neighborhood, a U.S.-Turkey
free-trade agreement would help consolidate
Turkey’s Western orientation and contribute
to stability in a highly volatile region of the
world.

I am hopeful that this bill will start
us down that path.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of my bill and Dr. Frank’s op-ed
article be inserted into the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 1746

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“United
States-Turkey Free Trade Agreement Act of
1999,

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) The Republic of Turkey (in this Act re-
ferred to as ‘“Turkey’’) has played an impor-
tant strategic, political, and economic role
in Europe, Asia, and the Middle East since
its founding in 1923 by Mustafa Kemal
“Ataturk’ following the collapse of the 600-
year Ottoman Empire.

(2) The friendship shared between the
United States and Turkey dates to the late
18th century and was consecrated by the
Treaty of Commerce and Navigation between
the United States and the Ottoman Empire
in 1830.

(3) The United States reaffirmed its rela-
tionship with Turkey by entering into the
Treaty of Commerce and Navigation of 1929.

(4) The United States and Turkey have
subsequently entered into over 60 treaties,
memoranda of understanding, and other
agreements on a broad range of issues, in-
cluding a bilateral investment treaty (1986),
a bilateral tax treaty (1998), and a trade and
investment framework agreement (1999), as
evidence of their strong friendship.

(5) Turkey is located in the strategic cor-
ridor between Europe and Asia, bordering
the Black Sea and the Mediterranean Sea.

(6) Turkey has been a strategic partner of
the United States since it joined the allies at
the end of World War II.

(7) The strategic alliance between Turkey
and the United States was cemented by—

(A) the agreement of July 12, 1947 imple-
menting the Truman doctrine;

(B) Turkey’s membership in the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1952;
and
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(C) the United States-Turkey Agreement
for Cooperation on Defense and Economy of
1980.

(8) Turkey is also an important industri-
alized economy and was a founding member
of the Organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development (OECD) and the
United Nations.

(9) Turkey has made significant progress
since the 1980’s in liberalizing its economy
and integrating with the global economy.

(10) Turkey has joined other nations in ad-
vocating an open trading system through its
membership in the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade and the World Trade Orga-
nization.

(11) Despite the deep friendship between
the United States and Turkey, their trading
relationship remains small.

(12) In 1998, United States merchandise ex-
ports to Turkey reached $3,500,000,000.

(13) In 1998, United States imports from
Turkey totaled $2,500,000,000 or less than 0.3
percent of United States total imports.

(14) A free trade agreement between the
United States and Turkey would greatly ben-
efit both the United States and Turkey by
expanding their commercial ties.

NEGOTIATING OBJECTIVES FOR A
UNITED STATES-TURKEY FREE
TRADE AGREEMENT.

SEC. 3.

The overall trade negotiating objectives of
the United States with respect to a United
States-Turkey Free Trade Agreement are to
obtain—

(1) more open, equitable, and reciprocal
market access between the United States
and Turkey; and

(2) the reduction or elimination of barriers
and other trade-distorting policies and prac-
tices that inhibit trade between the United
States and Turkey.

SEC. 4. NEGOTIATION OF A UNITED STATES-TUR-
KEY FREE TRADE AGREEMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to sections 5 and
6, the President is authorized to enter into
an agreement described in subsection (c).
The provisions of section 151(c) of the Trade
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2191(c)) shall apply with
respect to a bill to implement such agree-
ment if such agreement is entered into on or
before December 31, 2005.

(b) TARIFF PROCLAMATION AUTHORITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President is author-
ized to proclaim—

(A) such modification or continuation of
any existing duty,

(B) such continuance of existing duty-free
or excise treatment, or

(C) such additional duties
as the President determines to be required or
appropriate to carry out the trade agreement
described in subsection (c).

(2) LIMITATIONS.—No proclamation may be
made under paragraph (1) that—

(A) reduces any rate of duty (other than a
rate of duty that does not exceed 5 percent
ad valorem on the date of enactment of this
Act) to a rate which is less than 50 percent
of the rate of such duty that applies on such
date of enactment;

(B) provides for a reduction of duty on an
article to take effect on a date that is more
than 10 years after the first reduction that is
proclaimed to carry out a trade agreement
with respect to such article; or

(C) increases any rate of duty above the
rate that applied on the date of enactment of
this Act.

(3) AGGREGATE REDUCTION; EXEMPTION FROM
STAGING.—

(A) AGGREGATE REDUCTION.—Except as pro-
vided in subparagraph (B), the aggregate re-
duction in the rate of duty on any article
which is in effect on any day pursuant to a
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trade agreement entered into under para-
graph (1) shall not exceed the aggregate re-
duction which would have been in effect on
such day if—

(i) a reduction of 3 percent ad valorem or a
reduction of one-tenth of the total reduction,
whichever is greater, had taken effect on the
effective date of the first reduction pro-
claimed under paragraph (1) to carry out
such agreement with respect to such article;
and

(ii) a reduction equal to the amount appli-
cable under clause (i) had taken effect at 1-
year intervals after the effective date of such
first reduction.

(B) EXEMPTION FROM STAGING.—NoO staging
under subparagraph (A) is required with re-
spect to a rate reduction that is proclaimed
under paragraph (1) for an article of a kind
that is not produced in the United States.
The United States International Trade Com-
mission shall advise the President of the
identity of articles that may be exempted
from staging under this subparagraph.

(4) ROUNDING.—If the President determines
that such action will simplify the computa-
tion of reductions under paragraph (3), the
President may round an annual reduction by
the lesser of—

(A) the difference between the reduction
without regard to this paragraph and the
next lower whole number; or

(B) one-half of 1 percent ad valorem.

(5) OTHER LIMITATIONS.—A rate of duty re-
duction or increase that may not be pro-
claimed by reason of paragraph (2) may take
effect only if a provision authorizing such re-
duction or increase is included within an im-
plementing bill provided for under section
6(c) and that bill is enacted into law.

(c) AGREEMENT DESCRIBED.—An agreement
described in this subsection means a bilat-
eral agreement between the United States
and Turkey that provides for the reduction
and ultimate elimination of tariffs and non-
tariff barriers to trade and the eventual es-
tablishment of a free trade agreement be-
tween the United States and Turkey.

SEC. 5. CONSULTATIONS WITH CONGRESS ON NE-
GOTIATIONS OF A UNITED STATES-
TURKEY FREE TRADE AGREEMENT.

Before entering into any trade agreement
under section 4 (including immediately be-
fore initialing an agreement), the President
shall consult closely and on a timely basis
on the nature of the agreement and the ex-
tent to which it will achieve the purposes of
this Act with—

(1) the Committee on Ways and Means of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate;

(2) the congressional advisers for trade pol-
icy and negotiations appointed under section
161 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2211);
and

(3) each other committee of the House of
Representatives and the Senate, and each
joint committee of Congress, which has ju-
risdiction over legislation involving subject
matters that would be affected by the trade
agreement.

SEC. 6. IMPLEMENTATION OF UNITED STATES-
TURKEY FREE TRADE AGREEMENT.

(a) NOTIFICATION AND SUBMISSION.—ANy
agreement entered into under section 4 shall
enter into force with respect to the United
States if (and only if)—

(1) the President, at least 60 calendar days
before the day on which the President enters
into the trade agreement, notifies the House
of Representatives and the Senate of the
President’s intention to enter into the agree-
ment, and promptly thereafter publishes no-
tice of such intention in the Federal Reg-
ister;

(2) within 60 calendar days after entering
into the agreement, the President submits to
Congress a description of those changes to
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existing laws that the President considers
would be required in order to bring the
United States into compliance with the
agreement;

(3) after entering into the agreement, the
President submits a copy of the final legal
text of the agreement, together with—

(A) a draft of an implementing bill de-
scribed in subsection (c);

(B) a statement of any administrative ac-
tion proposed to implement the trade agree-
ment; and

(C) the supporting information described in
subsection (b); and

(4) the implementing bill is enacted into
law.

(b) SUPPORTING INFORMATION.—The sup-
porting information required under sub-
section (a)(3)(C) consists of—

(1) an explanation as to how the imple-
menting bill and proposed administrative ac-
tion will change or affect existing law; and

(2) a statement—

(A) asserting that the agreement makes
progress in achieving the objectives of this
Act; and

(B) setting forth the reasons of the Presi-
dent regarding—

(i) how and to what extent the agreement
makes progress in achieving the objectives
referred to in subparagraph (A);

(ii) whether and how the agreement
changes provisions of an agreement pre-
viously negotiated;

(iii) how the agreement serves the inter-
ests of United States commerce; and

(iv) any proposed administrative action.

(c) BILLS QUALIFYING FOR TRADE AGREE-
MENT APPROVAL PROCEDURES.—The provi-
sions of section 151 of the Trade Act of 1974
apply to an implementing bill submitted
pursuant to subsection (b) that contains
only—

(1) provisions that approve a trade agree-
ment entered into under section 4 that
achieves the negotiating objectives set forth
in section 3 and the statement of administra-
tive action (if any) proposed to implement
such trade agreement;

(2) provisions that are—

(A) necessary to implement such agree-
ment; or

(B) otherwise related to the implementa-
tion, enforcement, and adjustment to the ef-
fects of such trade agreement; and

(3) provisions necessary for purposes of
complying with section 252 of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 in implementing the applicable trade
agreement.

SEC. 7. CONSIDERATION OF IMPLEMENTING
BILL.

(a) CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF IM-
PLEMENTING BILL.—When the President sub-
mits to Congress a bill to implement the
trade agreement as described in section 6(c),
the bill shall be introduced and considered
pursuant to the provisions of section 151 of
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2191).

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 151
of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2191) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 6 of the United States-Turkey Free
Trade Agreement Act of 1999’ after ‘‘the Om-
nibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of
1988,”’; and

(2) in subsection (c¢)(1), by inserting ‘‘or
under section 6 of the United States-Turkey
Free Trade Agreement Act of 1999,” after
‘‘the Uruguay Round Agreements Act,”.

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 28, 1999]
A PLACE FOR TURKEY
(By Isaiah Frank)
As Turkish Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit
visits President Clinton today, an important
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and highly sensitive subject belongs on the
agenda.

As a staunch ally of the United States,
Turkey is unique. It is the only member of
NATO that has sought entry into the Euro-
pean Union (EU) without success. The three
most recent NATO members—Poland, Hun-
gary and the Czech Republic—are already en-
gaged in accession negotiations with the EU,
but turkey, whose NATO membership dates
back to 1952, has been kept at arm’s length.
Is there anything the United States can do
to counter the deep disappointment and
alienation felt in Turkey at being excluded
from full acceptance into an ever more eco-
nomically integrated European community?

During the Cold War, Turkey was regarded
by the United States and its Western allies
as the main bulwark against the southern
expansion of Soviet power. Among NATO
countries, its military establishment has
ranked second in size to that of the United
States. Since the end of the Cold War, Tur-
key has continued its close security coopera-
tion with the United States. It played a key
role in the U.S.-led Gulf War, its soldiers
joined U.S. troops in international peace-
keeping operations in Bosnia, and its pro-
vided valuable logistical support to the re-
cent U.S. air operation in Serbia. As the only
firmly established secular democracy among
Muslim states, Turkey is vital to U.S. inter-
est in sensitive regions, including the Bal-
kans, the Caucasus, the Middle East and
Central Asia.

In order to consolidate its secular and pro-
Western orientation as well as tighten its
economic links to Europe, Turkey has
sought full membership in the EU virtually
from the organization’s inception. The EU,
however, has decided that Turkey does not
yet meet the required criteria. Instead, the
EU signed a customs union agreement with
turkey, which went into effect on Jan. 1,
1996. While Turkish officials initially consid-
ered the customs union a step toward full
membership, it soon became clear that the
European Union regarded it as a substitute
for full membership.

Despite continuing official EU reaffirma-
tions of Turkey’s eligibility for full member-
ship, the reality of de facto rejection has in-
creasingly sunk in. Not only is turkey omit-
ted from the list of countries (Poland, Hun-
gary, the Czech Republic, Slovenia, Estonia
and Cyprus) with which accession negotia-
tions have already begun, it is also left out
of a project second wave of expansion that
will include five additional countries: Bul-
garia, Romania, Lithuania, Latvia and Slo-
vakia.

Why is Turkey being excluded? A variety
of reasons have been given, including the
Kurdish problem and related issues of human
rights, Turkey’s macroeconomic situation,
and the opposition of Greece because of the
Cyprus situation. But there is some indica-
tion of a softening of the Greek position,
provided Turkey does not place roadblocks
in the way of Cyprus’s current efforts to join
the EU. As for the Kurdish problem, Turkey
is making progress in working out a peaceful
solution. And the EU acknowledges that the
country is headed in the right direction in
reforming its economy.

If EU standards for resolving these prob-
lems are ultimately met, will Turkey then
be admitted? Many Turkish leaders believe
this unlikely because of officially unspoken
EU apprehensions. Turkey’s population of 64
million is second in size only to Germany’s
among present and prospective members of
the EU. In some European circles, this sends
up several red flags. If admitted, would Tur-
key exert undue weight in EU decision-mak-
ing? With EU membership entailing the free
movement of workers, what effects would
the admission of a populous and relatively
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low-income country have on European labor
markets? And finally, would the EU be will-
ing to integrate fully with a country that is
almost entirely Muslim? None of these con-
siderations is discussed openly, but they are
clearly in the background of the debate.

The EU’s equivocation has bred Turkish
disaffection from Europe and plays into the
political hands of the Islamists who as re-
cently as 1996 were at the helm of the gov-
ernment. Clearly, the enormous U.S. stake
in a secular, Western-oriented Turkey war-
rants action by the United States to offset
the EU’s arm’s length treatment and to
strengthen and solidify the country’s West-
ern political and economic integration.

One such step would be for the United
States to offer to negotiate a free-trade
agreement with Turkey. Indeed, there is
precedent for such a bilateral agreement,
one motivated more by political consider-
ations than economic advantages, and that
is the 1985 U.S. free-trade agreement with
Israel.

But the economic rationale for such an
agreement with Turkey should not be dis-
missed. For Turkey the advantages are obvi-
ous; the United States ranks second as a
market for its exports and third as a source
of its imports. For the United States, Tur-
key is one of the world’s 10 big ‘‘emerging
markets,” and this country is Turkey’s larg-
est foreign investor.

A U.S.-Turkey free-trade agreement would
not be a substitute for Turkish membership
in the EU, a goal that Turkey should con-
tinue to pursue as it gets its political and
economic house in order. But it would help
compensate for a growing belief in Turkey
that the country has little prospect of entry
into the EU mainly because of European
prejudice against a Muslim country. In light
of Turkey’s strategic role as a U.S. ally in a
rough neighborhood, a U.S.-Turkey free-
trade agreement would help consolidate Tur-
key’s Western orientation and contribute to
stability in a highly volatile region of the
world.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 16
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
16, a bill to reform the Federal election
campaign laws applicable to Congress.
S. 88
At the request of Mr. BUNNING, the
names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON), and the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN)
were added as cosponsors of S. 88, a bill
to amend title XIX of the Social Secu-
rity Act to exempt disabled individuals
from being required to enroll with a
managed care entity under the med-
icaid program.
S. 541
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 541, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
make certain changes related to pay-
ments for graduate medical education
under the medicare program.
S. 751
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 751, a bill to combat nurs-
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ing home fraud and abuse, increase pro-
tections for victims of telemarketing
fraud, enhance safeguards for pension
plans and health care benefit programs,

and enhance penalties for crimes
against seniors, and for other purposes.
S. 866

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 866, a bill to direct the
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to revise existing regulations con-
cerning the conditions of participation
for hospitals and ambulatory surgical
centers under the medicare program re-
lating to certified registered nurse an-
esthetists’ services to make the regula-
tions consistent with State supervision
requirements.

S. 882

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. ASHCROFT) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 882, a bill to strengthen provi-
sions in the Energy Policy Act of 1992
and the Federal Nonnuclear Energy Re-
search and Development Act of 1974
with respect to potential Climate
Change.

S. 922

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HARKIN), the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH), and the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 922, a bill to prohibit the
use of the ‘““Made in the USA”’ label on
products of the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands and to deny
such products duty-free and quota-free
treatment.

S. 934

At the request of Mr. ROBB, his name
was added as a cosponsor of S. 934, a
bill to enhance rights and protections
for victims of crime.

S. 1017

At the request of Mr. MACK, the name
of the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
KoHL) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1017, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the State
ceiling on the Ilow-income housing
credit.

S. 1144

At the request of Mr. VOINOVICH, the
names of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
REID), the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
WYDEN) and the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. BOXER) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1144, a bill to provide in-
creased flexibility in use of highway
funding, and for other purposes.

S. 1178

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1178, a bill to direct the
Secretary of the Interior to convey cer-
tain parcels of land acquired for the
Blunt Reservoir and Pierre Canal fea-
tures of the Oahe Irrigation Project,
South Dakota, to the Commission of
Schools and Public Lands of the State
of South Dakota for the purpose of
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mitigating lost wildlife habitat, on the
condition that the current preferential
leaseholders shall have an option to
purchase the parcels from the Commis-
sion, and for other purposes.
S. 1242
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1242, a bill to amend the
Immigration and Nationality Act to
make permanent the visa waiver pro-
gram for certain visitors to the United
States.
S. 1322
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1322, a bill to prohibit
health insurance and employment dis-
crimination against individuals and
their family members on the basis of
predictive genetic information or ge-
netic services.
S. 1452
At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the
names of the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. BUNNING) and the Senator from In-
diana (Mr. LUGAR) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1452, a bill to modernize
the requirements under the National
Manufactured Housing Construction
and Safety Standards of 1974 and to es-
tablish a balanced consensus process
for the development, revision, and in-
terpretation of Federal construction
and safety standards for manufactured
homes.
S. 1495
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. SMITH) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1495, a bill to establish,
wherever feasible, guidelines, rec-
ommendations, and regulations that
promote the regulatory acceptance of
new and revised toxicological tests
that protect human and animal health
and the environment while reducing,
refining, or replacing animal tests and
ensuring human safety and product ef-
fectiveness.
S. 1500
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. THURMOND) and the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. ASHCROFT) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1500, a bill to
amend title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act to provide for an additional
payment for services provided to cer-
tain high-cost individuals under the
prospective payment system for skilled
nursing facility services, and for other
purposes.
S. 1547
At the request of Mr. BURNS, the
names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE) and the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. ENzI) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 15647, a bill to amend the Com-
munications Act of 1934 to require the
Federal Communications Commission
to preserve low-power television sta-
tions that provide community broad-
casting, and for other purposes.
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